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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . This Final Office Action is in response to Applicant's amendments filed 
September 18, 2006. Applicant's amendment canceled claims 1-59 and added new 
claims 60-79. Currently Claims 60-79 are pending. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 60-79 have been considered but are 
moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

3. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.Sf.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

4. Claims 60-61, 63 and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Han, Yanbo et al., A Taxonomy of Adaptive Workflow Management 
(1998). 

Regarding Claim 60 Han et al. teach a system and method to adapt a route to 
implement a process comprising: 

- dividing the process into a sequence of process steps (Last Paragraph, Page 
1; Paragraph 1, Page 2); 

- assign to each process step, except for a first process step for which a 
workflow step is specified during the execution of the route ("Ad-hoc adaptation of the 
workflow models takes place dynamically as the workflow models are being executed.", 
Paragraph 1 , Page 6), a workflow step to implement the process step where the 
sequence of workflow steps creates a route (Paragraph 1, Page 2); 

- define a set of potential process step candidates, each with an associated 
workflow step, and define a list (multiple choices) of process step candidates (Last 
Paragraph, Page 2; Paragraph 1, Page 3; Paragraph 1, Page 8; Section 2.2, Pages 3-4; 
Section 4, Pages 6-7); 



Application/Control Number: 09/929,412 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3623 

- include in the route prior to the first process step, an adaptive workflow step, to 
select a process step from the list of process step candidates to implement the first 
process step (Section 4, Pages 6-7); 

- execute the route in a workflow system such that the adaptive workflow step is 
executed and used to select a process step with the corresponding workflow step to 
implement the first process step and adapt the route to implement the process by 
inserting the selected workflow step into the route to implement the first step (Paragraph 
2, Page 7; Paragraph 1, Page 8; Section 4, Pages 7-8). 

Regarding Claim 61 Han et al. teach a workflow system and method wherein the 
adaptive workflow step specifies a sub-process (sub-models) with an associated route 
("during the execution of the model, certain sub-models can be dynamically defined and 
put into immediate use"; Paragraph 2, Page 7), a sequence of steps, by selecting from a 
list of processes and inserts the workflow steps in the route (Last Paragraph, Page 2; 
Paragraph 1, Page 3; Paragraph 1, Page 8; Section 2.2, Pages 3-4; Section 4, Pages 6- 
7). 

Regarding Claim 63 Han et al. teach a workflow system and method wherein a 
second process step has an associated second adaptive workflow step and the 
adaptive workflow step selects the second process step and inserts the second 
workflow step into the route (Last Paragraph, Page 2; Paragraph 1, Page 3; Paragraph 
1, Page 8; Section 2.2, Pages 3-4; Section 4, Pages 6-7). 
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Regarding Claim 65 Han et ai. teach a workflow system and method wherein the 
adaptive workflow step modifies a process step with associated workflow step (Section 
2.2, Pages 3-4; Paragraph 1, Page 6) and specifies the modified process step by 
adding it to and selecting from the list of process step candidates (Paragraphs 1-2, 
Page 7; "during the execution of the model, certain sub-models can be dynamically 
defined and put into immediate use"; Paragraph 2, Page 7). 
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5. Claims 68-69, 71 , 73-74, 77 and 79 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being 
anticipated by Caruso et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,848,271 . 

Regarding Claim 68 Caruso et al. teach a system and method for adapting a 
route while processing a route comprising (Figures 2, 6-8, 15, 16E, 18): 

- a computer, a user interface, both connected by a network (Figures 1,3); 

- a set of step candidates and a list of step candidates stored in the computer 
(Column 3, Lines 35-45; Column 4, Lines 1-12; Column 10, Lines 9-35; Figure 3); 

- an adaptive workflow program executing in the computer and providing an 
adaptive step as a screen on the user interface to specifying a subsequent step in a 
route by selecting a step from the list of candidates during the processing of the route 
(Column 3, Lines 35-68; Column 4, Lines 1-35; Column 11, Lines 22-45; Figures 6-8; 
16A, 16C, 32); 

- a route, containing the adaptive step, stored in the computer (Column 3, Lines 
35-45; Column 4, Lines 1-12; Column 10, Lines 9-35; Figure 3); 

- wherein the adaptive program processes the route and the adaptive step is 
processed to specify the subsequent step in the route which adapts the route by 
inserting the specified step in the route as the subsequent step (Column 4, Lines 1-60; 
Figures 2, 6-8). 
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Regarding Claim 69 Caruso et al. teach a workflow system and method where 
the adaptive step specifies a list of step candidates selected from possible step 
candidates where the list selection criteria includes site, adaptive step, subsequent step 
or user organizational level (Column 3, Lines 35-45; Column 4, Lines 1-12; Column 10, 
Lines 9-35; Figures 6-8, 16A-16E, 32). 

Regarding Claim 71 Caruso et al. teach a workflow system and method wherein 
a second step includes a second adaptive step and the adaptive step selects the 
second step from a list of step candidates such that the second adaptive step is inserted 
into the route (Column 3, Lines 35-45; Column 4, Lines 1-12; Column 10, Lines 9-35; 
Figures 6-8, 16A-16E, 32) 
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Regarding Claims 73 and 79 Caruso et al. teach a workflow system and method 
wherein the adaptive step modifies a step and specifies the modified step by adding to 
and selecting the modified step from the list of step candidates (Column 11, Lines 23- 
45; Figure 16A). 

Regarding Claim 74 Caruso et at. teach a method to adapt the execution of a 
workflow route, a sequence of steps, comprising (Column 3, Lines 35-68; Column 4, 
Lines 1-35; Column 11, Lines 22-45; Figures 6-8; 1§A, 16C, 32): 

- define the workflow route except for a first step to be specified during the 
execution of the workflow route; 

- define a set of step candidates and define a list of step candidates; 

- include in the workflow route prior to the yet unspecified first step, an adaptive 
step to select the first step from a list of step candidates; 

- start execution of the workflow route in a workflow system such that the 
adaptive step selects a second step from a list of step candidates and adapts the 
execution of the workflow route by inserting the second step into the route as the first 
step. 

Regarding Claim 77 Caruso et al. teach a workflow method and system wherein 
a third step in the list of step candidates includes an adaptive step and the adaptive step 
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specifies the third step to adapt the route (Column 3, Lines 35-68; Column 4, Lines 1- 
35; Column 11, Lines 22-45; Figures 6-8; 16A, 16C, 32). 



Application/Control Number: 09/929,412 Page 1 1 

Art Unit: 3623 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 62 and 66-67 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Han, Yanbo et al., A Taxonomy of Adaptive Workflow Management (1998) as 
applied to claim 60 above and further in view of Elkin et al., U.S. Patent Publication No. 
2001/0044738. 

Regarding Claim 62 Han et al. teach a workflow system and method wherein the 
adaptive workflow step specifies a process step with associated workflow step from a 
list of process steps, by selecting from the list of process step candidates and inserts 
the workflow step into the route as discussed above. 

While Han et al. teach selecting process steps from a list of process steps Han et 
al. does not expressly teach a library of process steps as claimed. 

Elkin et al. teach storing and utilizing (selecting) process steps from a library 
(repository; Paragraphs 0152-0153; Table 1) in an analogous art of workflow 
management for the purposes of enabling multiple workflow designers to collaborate 
and utilize shared process models (workflows, process steps; Paragraph 00153). 
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It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
that the method to adapt a route to implement a process as taught by Han et al. would 
have benefited from storing and selecting process lists from a library (repository) in view 
of the teachings of Elkin et al.; the resultant system/method multiple workflow designers 
to collaborate and utilize shared process models (Elkin et al.: Paragraph 00153). 

Regarding Claim 66 Han et al. does not expressly teach selecting a user from a 
list of users or subsequently selecting the user based selection criteria that includes 
user role, workflow step and user organizational level as claimed. 

Elkin et al. teach specifying/assigning a user (user role, users, group) to a 
specified workflow step (activity, process; Paragraphs 0069-0073; Figure 3, Elements 
270, 280) from a list of users wherein a user(s) is selected based on one or more 
selection criteria including user role, location (site), department, territory or the like 
(Paragraph 0136) in an analogous art of workflow management for the purposes of 
assigning task completion to people or applications in the organization (Paragraph 
0013). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
that the system and method for adapting a route to implement a process as taught by 
Han et al. would have benefited from assigning users/user roles from a list of 
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users/roles based on one or more selection criteria including a user's role and/or 
location to process steps in view of the teachings of Elkin et al.; the resultant 
system/method assigning task completion to people or applications in the organization 
(Elkin etaL: Paragraph 0013). 

Further it is noted that while Han et al. does not expressly teach the user 
selection criteria as claimed these differences are only found in the non-functional 
descriptive material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do they 
alter the recited structural elements. The recited method steps would be performed the 
same regardless of the specific selection criteria/rules/policies used to select a user. 
Further, the structural elements remain the same regardless of the specific selection 
criteria/rules/policies used to select a user. Thus, this descriptive material will not 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re 
Gulack, 703 F.2d 1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 
F.3d 1579, 32 USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106. 

Regarding Claim 67 Han et al. teach a workflow system and method wherein the 
list of process step candidates is selected from a set of process steps, as discussed 
above. 
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Han et al. is silent on the list selection criteria used to select process steps, 
specifically Han et al. does not expressly teach that the list selection criteria includes 
site, process step and user organizational level as claimed. 

Elkin et al. teach several selection criteria for selecting process steps and user 
roles including but not limited to location (site), process step (activity) and user role 
(organization level; Paragraphs 0136-0137) in an analogous art of workflow 
management for the purposes of making it easier for business people to define and 
implement workflows (Paragraph 0013). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
that the system and method for adapting a route to implement a process as taught by 
Han et al. would have benefited from selecting process steps using any of a plurality of 
selection criteria including user role, location (site) or the like in view of the teachings of 
Elkin et al.; the resultant system/method making it easier for business people to define 
and implement workflows (Elkin et al.: Paragraph 0013). 

Further it is noted that while Han et al. does not expressly teach the list selection 
criteria as claimed these differences are only found in the non-functional descriptive 
material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do they alter the 
recited structural elements. The recited method steps would be performed the same 
regardless of the specific selection criteria/rules/policies used to select the 
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next/subsequent process step. Further, the structural elements remain the same 
regardless of the specific selection criteria/rules/policies used to select the 
next/subsequent process step. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 
1381, 1385, 217USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed. Cir. 1994); MPEP2106. 
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8. Claim 64 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Han, 
Yanbo et al. ( A Taxonomy of Adaptive Workflow Management (1998) as applied to 
claim 60 above and further in view of Meijler et al., Realising Run-Time Adaptable 
Workflow by means of Reflection in the Baan Workflow Engine (PTO-892, mailed 
February 8, 2006, Reference W2). 

Regarding Claim 64 Han et al. teach a workflow management system and 
method wherein the adaptive workflow step provides multiple selection of process steps 
from the list of process step candidates as discussed above. 

While executing workflows/business processes in parallel is old and very well 
known Han et al. does not expressly teach executing the associated workflow steps of 
the selected process steps in parallel as claimed. 

Meijler et al. teach executing business process steps (workflows, routes, etc.) in 
parallel (Paragraph 2, Page 3; Paragraph 2, Page 4; Figure 4) in an analogous art of 
adaptive workflow management for the purposes of enabling adaptive workflow steps 
that are executed in parallel to eventually merge (synchronize; Paragraph 2, Page 4). 

Meijler et al. further teach an adaptive workflow management system and 
method comprising ad-hoc workflows (routes), wherein "the user is completely free in 
choosing the next activity" (Number 1, Page 1), restricted choice, wherein "the choice of 
activities that the user has to ad-hoc define the process is limited, and depends on the 
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current situation" (Number 5, Page 2), an adaptive step (Last Paragraph, Page 3) and 
inserting an adaptive step prior to the first step of a route (Paragraph 1 , Page 4). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
that the system and method to adapt a route to implement a process as taught by Han 
et al. would have benefited from executing workflow steps (routes, processes, tasks, 
etc.) in parallel in view of the teachings of Meijler et al.; the resultant system/method 
enabling adaptive workflow steps that are executed in parallel to eventually merge 
(Meijler et al.: Paragraph 2, Page 4). 
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9. Claims 70 and 75-76 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Caruso et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,848,271 as applied to claims 68 and 74 above and 
further in view of Elkin et al., U.S. Patent Publication No. 2001/0044738. 

Regarding Claims 70 and 76, Caruso et al. teach selecting process steps from a 
list of process steps, as discussed above, however while the utilization of sub-routes 
(sub-process, sub-workflows, nested workflows, etc.) are very well known Caruso et al. 
does not expressly teach utilizing sub-routes as claimed. 

Elkin et al. teach a utilizing/specifying sub-processes (workflows; Paragraph 
0005) in are analogous art of workflow management for the purposes of making it easier 
for business users to define business process from the top-down wherein the high-level 
process is successively broken down (decomposed) into sub-process for each 
employee (Paragraph 0005). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
that the method for adapting a route to implement a process as taught by Caruso et al. 
would have benefited from specifying a sub-route, a sequence of steps, by selecting a 
sub-route from a list of candidate sub-routes in view of the teachings of Elkin et al.; the 
resultant system/method enabling users to define business process from the top-down 
wherein the high-level process is successively broken down (decomposed) into sub- 
process for each employee (Elkin et al.: Paragraph 0005). 
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Regarding Claim 75 Caruso et al. is silent with respect to the selection criteria 
used to select step candidates from the list. 

Elkin et al. teach several selection criteria for selecting step candidates including 
location (site), user role (organizational level), territory or the like (Paragraphs 0136- 
0137) in an analogous art of workflow management for the purposes of making it easier 
for business people to define and implement workflows (Paragraph 0013). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
that the system and method for adapting a route to implement a process as taught by 
Caruso et al. would have benefited from selecting process steps using any of a plurality 
of selection criteria including user role, location (site) or the like in view of the teachings 
of Elkin et al.; the resultant system/method making it easier for business people to 
define and implement workflows (Elkin et al.: Paragraph 0013). 

Further it is noted that while Caruso et al. does not expressly teach the list 
selection criteria as claimed these differences are only found in the non-functional 
descriptive material and are not functionally involved in the steps recited nor do they 
alter the recited structural elements. The recited method steps would be performed the 
same regardless of the specific selection criteria/rules/policies used to select the 
next/subsequent process step. Further, the structural elements remain the same 
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regardless of the specific selection criteria/rules/policies used to select the 
next/subsequent process step. Thus, this descriptive material will not distinguish the 
claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability, see In re Gulack, 703 F.2d 
1381, 1385, 217 USPQ 401, 404 (Fed. Cir. 1983); In re Lowry, 32 F.3d 1579, 32 
USPQ2d 1031 (Fed, Cir. 1994); MPEP 2106. 
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10. Claims 72 and 78 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Caruso et al., U.S. Patent No. 5,848,271 as applied to claims 68 and 74 above and 
further in view of Meijler et al., Realising Run-Time Adaptable Workflow by means of 
Reflection in the Baan Workflow Engine (PTO-892, mailed February 8, 2006, Reference 
W2). 

Regarding Claims 72 and 78 Caruso et al. teach a workflow system and method 
wherein the adaptive step provides multiple selection steps from the list of step 
candidates such that the selected steps are executed as discussed above. 

Caruso et al. does not expressly teach that the workflow steps are executed in 
parallel as claimed. 

Meijler et al. teach executing business process steps (workflows, routes, etc.) in 
parallel (Paragraph 2, Page 3; Paragraph 2, Page 4; Figure 4) in an analogous art of 
adaptive workflow management for the purposes of enabling adaptive workflow steps 
that are executed in parallel to eventually merge (synchronize; Paragraph 2, Page 4). 

Meijler et al. further teach an adaptive workflow management system and 
method comprising ad-hoc workflows (routes), wherein "the user is completely free in 
choosing the next activity" (Number 1, Page 1), restricted choice, wherein "the choice of 
activities that the user has to ad-hoc define the process is limited, and depends on the 
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current situation" (Number 5, Page 2), an adaptive step (Last Paragraph, Page 3) and 
inserting an adaptive step prior to the first step of a route (Paragraph 1 , Page 4). 

It would have been obvious to one skilled in the art at the time of the invention 
that the system and method to adapt a route to implement a process as taught by Han 
et al. would have benefited from executing workflow steps (routes, processes, tasks, 
etc.) in parallel in view of the teachings of Meijler et ah; the resultant system/method 
enabling adaptive workflow steps that are executed in parallel to eventually merge 
(Meihler et al.: Paragraph 2, Page 4). 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

- Bacon et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,430,538, teach a system and method for 
adapting a workflow process comprising sub-processes (sub-workflows). 

- Ohaski et al., U.S. Patent No. 6,985,938, teach a system and method to 
implement an adaptive route in a workflow process, "for example a workflow such as 
circulation of a form among a plurality of departments where the circulation route varies 
in each department." 
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- Georgakopoulos et al., An Overview of Workflow Management (1995), teach a 
plurality of well-known workflow management systems and method including but not 
limited to ad-hoc workflows wherein the route to implement the process is determined 
during the execution of the workflow. 

- Voorhoeve, M. et al., Ad-hoc Workflow (1997), teaches a well-known method 
for adapting a route to implement during the execution of the route. 
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you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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